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SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION 
CF VESSELS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Hacienda Hotel - San Pedro 
October 10, 1958 


CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I would like to introduce the members 
of the committee. Mr. Walter Dahl, Chairman of the overall 
Committee on Revenue and Taxation, Mr. George Crawford of 
San Diego, Mr. Britschgi of San Mateo County, Mr. Chapel of 
Inglewood, Mr. Frank Thill, our Consultant and Cathy Culhane, 
our Secretary. 

We will now consider Assembly Bill No. 21 as introduced 
by Assemblyman Luckel from San Diego. The Bill reads as 


follows: "Vessels whose home ports of registry, enrollment 


or license, are in this State, engaged in commercial deep 
sea fishing operations and not exempt from taxation as 
provided in Section 4 of Article X1ll of the Constitution 
of this State, shall be taxed at 30 percent of the rate 
fixed by the taxing agency in the jurisdiction in which 
such vessels are assessed. The tax on such vessels shall 
be assessed, equalized, levied and collected like other 
taxes upon tangible personal property except as hereinbefore 
provided." 
I am going to ask Assemblyman George Crawford to present 


his views on this matter since he is a co-author of the bill 





are 
ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: ‘Thank you, Mr. Thomas. 


No. 21 was introduce 


also, is a co-author along with 

Schrade and Mr. Hegland from San Diego. 

I think that we are all aware of the difficulties that 
the tuna industry has suffered and is suffering. It is the 
opinion of the co-authors that it would be far better to 
provide assistance as soon as possible to the tuna industry 
rather than to see it completely destroyed in the State of 

Although, there would be some detriments 
‘fered by the counties wherein the vessels were registered, 
by the co-authors that the additional 
payrolls, work, etc. that a heaith 
ig to the area would far outweigh any detriment suffered 
y the local taxing authorities. 
CHATRMAN THOMAS: The first witness we have is 


Mason Case representing the Fishermen's Cooperative 


Association of San Pedro. 


MASON CASE: I have testimony to submit to the committee 





as written statement. 
( SEE EXHIBIT "A" ) 

Gentlemen, in conjunction both with the bill having to do 
with vessels under construction as well as the tax bill, I 
would like to call your attention to certain things in this 
report made for the United States Tariff Commission in which, 
for example, we showed the loss of 104 purse seine vessels 
as I mentioned before. I further would like to bring to your 
attention the fact that the present purse seine fleet 
averages twenty years of age. We are paying taxes on boats 
that are twenty, thirty and thirty-elght years old. These 
boats are continually being re-equipped and overhauled at 
& tremendous expense to the boat owner. We would like to 


anticipate the day, and we do think that it is not too far 


away, that we are going to be building new vessels. 


Naturally, it is very much in our interest that this tax be 
given consideration during the construction of the new 
vessels. 

We appeared in Washington many times asking for relief 
in the form of tariffs or quotas against the excessive 
importation of tuna fish. We have not been able to obtain 
this relief on frozen tuna, and as late as this past session, 
our bill calling for this sort of protection got exactly 
nowhere. As far as we are concerned, and after hearing this 
for ten years, it appears rather evident that we are rather 
hardheaded if we are not convinced at this point that 
Washington is going to take a great deal of study and a great 
deal of time if they ever achieve the point of giving us 
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adequate protection against frozen fish. We, therefore, have 
one other course left open to us and that is to be able to 
compete. How you compete with cheap Japanese labor is a 

moot question. We believe that the only way left open to 

us is through new construction, through continual improvement 
in our gear, etc. For example, during the last three years 

we have developed nylon net and it has absolutely re-establish- 
ed the purse seine fleet in the fishing industry. If it were 
not for the nylon net, I believe that our fleet would be a 
third of what it is today. 

For us to say that the lowering of our taxes by 70% of 
what they presently are is the panacea of all our ills is not 
factual. However, we do say that lowering the taxes to 30% 
of what they presently are would be a tremendous step toward 
achieving this and would be tremendous to us. We ask the 
committee's indulgence in this study. 


ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: This may be a little bit outside 


of the direct issue, but I think it's germane. You are 


really asking the state to enact a law to give you an in- 
direct subsidy to make up for the harm done to you by the 
action of the federal government. That seems to be what 
it boils down to, doesn't it? 

MR. CASE: No, sir. We don't feel that way at all. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: I'm not trying to find fault. I 
am just trying to clarify the issue. To put it another 
way, if there were a sufficient tariff on importation of 
foreign tuna, and that would include Japanese tuna, you 


wouldn't be in this condition, would you? 
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MR. CASE: We would certainly be in better shape than 
we are now. But, Mr. Chapel, what we are asking for is the 
same treatment that other migratory and mobile property get 
in the State of California. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: We would still be giving you an 
indirect subsidy. I am trying to narrow the issue down as to 
our reason for doing it. I know that you are in bad shape, 
but I think that the real cause or root of your trouble is 


the failure of the federal government to enact a strong 


enough tariff, am I wrong? 


MR. CASE: Mr. Chapel, again, I'll say that the 
producers feel that they would be in far better shape had 
we received adequate protection on frozen fish, but if you 
have seen fit to give the airlines, race; horses and the 
freight railroad cars, this migratory taxation, we feel 
that even if we were in good shape, we have a right to it 
too. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: As a@ matter of fair treatment? 

MR. CASE: That's correct, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: The reason for the line of 
questioning is for the record, because you understand that 
this has to be discussed on the floor of both houses. There 
will be opposition that will have to be answered. The 
question that I asked you did not in any way indicate 
opposition, but will be on the order of what we will be asked. 
We want to know in our own minds the answers to the questions 


that inevitably will arise on the floor, 
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port. 


We do very 
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MR. CASE: We were assessed at $1,100,000 as I recall. 








CHAIRMAN THOMAS: What was the total? 
MR. CASE: Wait a minute now, $350,000. Our assessed 
valuation was $1,100,000 of which you pay one half of the 


assessed valuation, so, we would be paying approximately 








$7.00 by $500,000. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: 


That would be $35,000. 





In 1951, you paid Los Angeles County 
$187,470 on the Legislative Analyst's Report.Now, what did 


you say you paid this last year? 























MR. CASE: $35,000 in 1957. This is for the purse 
seiners. Are you talking about all fishing vessels? 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: This is the Legislative Analyst's 
Report. I don't know how correct it is, but I am taking 
the information from the Senate Interim Committee on Local 
Taxation, January, 1953. This is on commercial fishing 
vessels. The Legislative analyst say this: 





"In 1952 the Senate Interim Committee on State and Local 
Taxation made a study of the property taxation on vessels 
engaged in commercial deep sea fishing. The following 
schedule contains their findings on assessed valuation and 
tax revenues on fishing vessels of 50 gross tons and over 
during 1950-1951." So, Los Angeles County was paid 
$187,470. 

MR. CASE: In 1951, and that covered all the vessels? 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Yes, of 50 tons in Los Angeles 
County. 

MR. CASE: That's correct, Mr. Thomas, but don't 
forget that we do not have any new vessels and the 


a 


assessments have gone down somewhat. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Now, this last year you paid what? 
MR. CASE: We were assessed $1,113,450. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: What amount of tax did you pay on this? 
MR. CASE: We paid approximately $7.00 on half of that. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: You haven't got the total amount paid 
then, have you? We are trying to figure how much relief you 
want. I want to take 30% of the total that you paid last year. 
MR. CASE: You mean you want to take 70% of the total 
we paid to get the tax that is left. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I want to find out how much relief 
you are asking for in dollars. 
MR. CASE: We are asking about $25,000 a year for the 
boats now belonging to the association in Los Angeles County. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: What would it be in San Diego? 
MR. CASE: I do not know that. 
CHAIRMAN THOMAS: San Diego paid $587,000 in 1951. Is 
that the right figure? What we need, Mr. Case, is something 


more detailed and specific as to your tax problem. We 


understand your tsriff problem. I am trying to find out just 


how much taxes were paid to San Diego, San Francisco, Monterey 
and Los Angeles Counties and the amount of relief that you 
would want dollarwise. 

MR, CASE: 70% of the 1957 assessment would give us 
$25,000 and when we show with the 21 top boats only a net of 
$25,000... 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: How many boats? 

MR. CASE: We have a total of approximately 80 boats on 


this sheet. 
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CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Well, that wouldn't give too much 
tax relief to each boat, would it? Would that amount of 
tax relief be of any help to you? 

MR. CASE: Yes, surely. Here's another thing, Mr. 
Thomas. We would like to contemplate building new vessels. 

I can tell you one reason that people are not going into 

new vessels is because they sit down with a pencil and 

paper and in seeing the taxes as they are and the insurance 
what it is and with the predicted fish price, they simply 
can not come out ahead. For example, if a man built a 

boat costing $600,000 and the owner was assessed at let's 
say, $500,000, and he paid $7.00 times $250,000, that 

would be a whole lot different than it would be to pay $7.00 
times 30% of $250,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: Do you have any figures concern- 
ing the amount of new wealth that your association has brought 
in from the sea in a year's period, so that it can be compared 
against the taxes you have paid? 

MR. CASE: Yes, sir. In 1956, we produced $10,884,255 
in raw fish. From that figure you must take the process 
figure, and what it would project itself into at that point I 
don't know, but on raw fish alone, our fishermen produced 
almost $11,000,000. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: And this is entirely new wealth 
brought in from the sea, and it is providing for your fleet, 
the canneries, the allied businesses and crafts, so it must 
be many times that figure. 

MR. CASE: That's right, Mr. Crawford. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: Therefore, you are requesting 
here some tax relief so that you could bring in even more 
new wealth into California. 

MR. CASE: That's correct, Mr. Crawford. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Mr. Chairman, the thing that bothers 
me is the small size of the figure he is talking about compared 
to the figure you read from the report of the Legislative 
Analyst. If he is just talking about purse seiners, then he 
may be right. But your figure, Mr. Chairman, from the 
Legislative Analyst, pertains to all vessels over 50 tons in 
Los Angeles County. He is asking for $25,000 relief relating 
to purse seiners alone, is that right? 

MR, CASE: Belonging to the Cooperative Association, 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: What is the answer, Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Well, I was trying to arrive at the 


exact amount of money involved and 80 boats at $25,000 would 


be $307.00 per boat. 


ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Mr. Case, how many boats are we 
talking about besides your membership? 

MR. CASE: The only people I can talk about, Mr, Dahl, 
are the people who belong to our association. I am not 
acquainted with others. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Well, you must have some idea as to 
how many fishing vessels are operating out of Los Angeles 
and San Diego. 

MR. CASE: Of the purse seiners, there are approximately 
100 today. Of the small boats I can only estimate roughly in 
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the neighborhood of 500 stendy fishing boats out of San Pedro 


Harbor, including the purse seiners, 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Well, that may explain this problem 
here because you are talking about one group of boats and 
our Legislative Counsel is talking about another. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: No, that total of 50 ton net--these 
are the big boats. 

MR. CASE: Another explanation here might be that we 
start with a great list of our boats with an assessment of 
$3,000 to $4,000 and go down the whole list before we hit 
$11,000. We, then get our one boat of consequence, Our one 
good purse seiner is assessed at $67,000. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I was just trying to arrive at the 
amount of money it would cost Los Angeles County. $25,000 
--80 vessels at only $300 a vessel doesn't seem much relief 
to give anyone. I am trying to arrive at the exact amount 
of money that you are requesting. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: Mr. Chairman, is there anyone 
present from the Los Angeles County Assessor's Office who 
could inform us on this matter? 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY ASSESSOR: At this time I am not 
prepared to give facts and figures. We could develop it 
for you. This is possible because we do have the information, 
but we didn't come prepared to submit it. I know Mr. Case is 
primarily speaking of the purse seiner fleet. There are about 
400 to 500 commercial fishing vessels outside the fleet. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: This Legislative Analyst's Report 
contained only vessels over 50 net tons. 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY ASSESSOR: Well, most of the purse 
seiners are proportionately under 50 tons net, aren't they? 
So, this group that Mr. Case is talking about is a group of 
seiners which averages under 50 tons net, To develop the 


figures you want, we would have to go back in our records. 


It is impossible to give them all from memory because there 


are just too many figures and too many factors involved. At 
your request, we would be very happy to develop them for you. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: We would certainly appreciate any 
information you can give us on this as to how much money 
is involved in tax dollars. We are not interested in the 
assessed valuation. We just want to know the amount of money 
involved, 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY ASSESSOR: I think we have given 
consideration to it. Mr, Case will testify that we have 
taken consideration, in writing their values, toward the 
Japanese and the economic situation that exists and in 
trying to compensate for them in the representation of 
market value. We've had a lot of conference on this. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: ‘Thank you. Would you please mail 
that information to our Consultant, Mr. Frank Thill. 

Is there anyone here from the American Tunaboat 
Association? They were advised of this important meeting. 

If you are seeking tax relief, you should be prepared. 

MR. CASE: Mr, Chairman, I happen to know that American 
Tunaboat didn't know of this meeting and neither did we 
until the day before yesterday. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Didn't Mr. Luckel advise the Tunaboat 


Association that his bill was going to be heard? 





MR. CASE: No, sir. 


One point that I would like to bring out, again, is 


that I stated that our assessed valuation last year was a 
little over a million doilars. If we build two new purse 
seiners and they assess them at construction cost, that will 
immediately double assessed valuation. What we are trying 
to do is not only help ourselves now, but look to the future. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Do you know whether Mr. Cary had 
information about this meeting? 

MR. CASE: Yes, he told me that he was going to send 
a telegram and ask to file a brief. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Mr. Chairman, while you are asking 
for these figures, can we also ask not only on the basis of 
the ships already in existence but also what they are talking 
about in the future. I don't think that anyone here is 
convinced that $25,000 is the total amount of relief asked. 
Mr. Case is talking about one little group and this matter 
should be clarified because it is obvious that no one is 
coming here for just $25,000 relief. Therefore, while we are 
getting these figures, we should also like to know their 
plans for future construction and operation of vessels 
because it is plain to see that the tax relief will be greater 
if they put other vessels in the water. 

Mr. Case, take your Association alone for example, you 
are talking about $25,000 relief on the vessels of your 
clients now in operation, but actually what you are really 
thinking about is the tax relief you will get when you put 


new vessels in the water, isn't that the case? 
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MR. CASE: Not only that, Mr. Chapel, but I am also 
trying to encourage our people to bring new wealth into the 
State of California, to build new vessels, but they will not 
build vessels here when it is cheaper to build vessels in 
the State of Washington because they are not up against the 
construction tax as our people are here. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: You are now referring to what 
we discussed here yesterday, namely, the personal property 
tax. 

MR. CASE: That's right, sir. That's one tax. I 
believe there are a number of vessels in the State of California 
of large size that are registered, for example, to Delaware, 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Suppose we couldn't have both types 
of tax relief? Suppose that you could get this county 
personal property tax lifted off the boats under construction 
but, that you did not get the tax relief we are talking about 
here today=--mobile, outside. our waters. Then, which would mean 
the most to you in the way of encouraging new construction on 
the launching of new vessels--the suspension of the county 


personal property tax that we discussed yesterday or this 


relief from taxation of these vessels that we are talking about 
now? It is difficult to put over both of these things so if 
you had to chose between them, which one would mean the most 
to you in dollars and cents? 

MR. CASE: My answer is on this basis, Mr. Chapel, that 
I feel they both amount to the same thing. I feel both 
measures are discriminatory against us when you in the case 
of the shipyard construction bill designate a certain tonnage 


» 14 « 










and, in the case of the personal property tax, you designate 
some people as migratory and others as not so. Perhaps, 
rather than pass either bill, it would be best to see the 
constitutionality checked to see if we couldn't automatically 













get rid of these measures. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: You'd spend $25,000 on lawyers’ 
fees alone on that. To carry something like this into the 
But getting back to the 


issue, which would be the greatest value to your clientse-~ 





Supreme Court is quite expensive. 





exemption from county personal property tax during the time 
these new vessels are under construction that would mean a 


lower cost of the vessels being delivered to you here, or 


















this relief we are discussing today. Which would mean the 
most financially? 
MR. CASE: Mr. Chapel, let's say that we chose the 
second one, the personal property tax and we would simply 
have our boats built in the State of Washington and escape 
the other tax. We will build our boats in the State of 
Washington, register them in the State of Washington and 
pay all our taxes in the State of Washington, what little 
there are, and just let the County of Leos Angeles try and 
catch us. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: You'd save still more money if 
you did what Standard 011 does and fly the Panamanian Flag. 
MR. CASE: The only difficulty with that is that we 
couldn't land fish in American waters. We thought about that. 
& ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: I am not trying to argue, but am 
trying to bring out all phases because we have to know the 


answers. 
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MR. CASE: Mr. Chapel, for the fellows who already 
have vessels and are not contemplating building new ones, 
it is obvious that they would chose the personal property. 
Over a period of time I believe that even in new vessel 
construction, even if we were to build it here, we would 
dwose this, because over a ten year period, for example, 
it would mean considerably more. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: There seems to be a misunderstanding 
here because I don't think that the tunaboat people are 
properly before us from San Diego. I don't want to comment 
on anything at this time. What this committee needs is 
information. It is not the responsibility of the committee 
to go out and get facts. The proponents of a particular 
bill have to present their case. Mr. Iuckel is not here, 
It is his bill. TI am not speaking against San Diego at 
this time, my heart is with them. But, I don't know who is 


going to go out and get the necessary information from the 


Assessors and find out what amount is taxable and how much 
money is involved, how much each boat is paying. It is 
not the committee's assignment. I am just telling you this 
so that you can tell Mr, Cary and Mr. Luckel and everybody 
concerned that they should be here. We should have at least 
200 people here on this important tax matter. 

MR. CASE: Mr. Thomas, I believe you will recall that 
I asked you before the meeting whether this could be set over. 
We wanted a good audience. I know there are albacore people 
in the audience and they are not prepared either. 
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CHAIRMAN THOMAS: We had nineteen witnesses yesterday 
on the tax for shipyards. That was a pretty good 
representation. I feel we must have more information. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Maybe these people did not have 
sufficient notice to be here. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: The Consultant tells me that he 
notified the author. 

What is the desire of the committee? There is only 
one witness here on this bill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Mr. Chairman, I have a question 
for Mr. Case. Mr. Case, could you bring the committee up to 
date as to your industry's procedure before the Board of 
Supervisors of Los Angeles County? Did you go to them for 
relief in the first place or is this your first step? I 
think the committee would be interested in finding out 
whether you are bypassing all of your Assessors, your County 
Board of Supervisors, and coming directly to the state for 
relief, or have you tried the relief at home first? 

MR. CASE: Another person would have to answer that, 
Mr. Britschgi, because if any attempt was made before the 
Supervisors, it was done so before my time as Manager of 
The Fishermen's Cooperative. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Mr. Chairman, this seems to 
be a local problem. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Do you know whether or not there has 


been any appearance before the Board of Supervisors sitting 


as the Board of Equalization on these assessments? 


MR. CASE: No, I do not, Mr. Thomas. To my knowledge 
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the seiner fleet or the tuna boats have not appeared before 
the Board of Supervisors within the last ten years. 
ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt for 
a moment. I have just been talking with Mr. Frank Thill, 
our Consuitant, and I am advised that we sent out over 200 
notices to everybody who we thought could possibly be 
interested in the hearing on the bill that was heard 
yesterday and the hearing today. I think if there is any 
question of lack of interest, this committee can in no 


possible way be held responsible for it. 


MR. DON JAMES: My name is Don James. I am Chief of 


the Marine Division of the County Assessor's Office in 

San Diego. We didn't come here to testify, only to observe, 
therefore, I feel that we are not in a position to give 
testimony. I would like to state this. We will be more 
than happy to assist this committee in furnishing you any 
information you want. If you will just give us a request 
for whatever information you want, we will be more than 
happy to supply you with numbers of boats, etc. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Will that be in writing? 

MR. JAMES: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Mr. Thomas, I think the observation 
that you made a moment or two ago will apply that it is not 
our problem to seek out this information, but that it is 
the problem of those who wish this law amended and in the 
absence of activity on that score, I would say that we 
should let the matter ride until some future time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Mr. Chairman, I would like to 


ask Mr. James the same question asked a moment ago. Have 
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any people of the industry appeared before the Assessor's 


Office or the Board of Supervisors or any agency asking 
for a certain exemption? 

MR. JAMES: Appearing before the Board of Supervisors 
is a matter of valuation and equalization, not a matter of 
tax relief so that a single boat owner or an organization 
of boat owners would not necessarily appear before the 
Board of Supervisors requesting relief. Their appearance 
before them would rather be a matter of valuation on a 
single unit. In the past six or seven years at numerous 
meetings on a county level, we have discussed with the 
boat owners and boat associations in San Diego this problem 
of relief, and action was taken, yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Was there any positive action 
taken, Mr. James? 

MR. JAMES: As I said earlier, I didn't come here to 
testify. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: You mean, you don't know the answer 
to my question? 

MR. JAMES: I do know the answer, but I am not authorized 
to give you that answer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: He can't tell you anything. I 
have had experience with Assessor's Offices before and unless 
they have direct authority, they won't talk unless you 
subpoena them. 

MR. JAMES: That's true. We didn't come here with that 


authority, so we can't testify. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: And that authority would come from 
your Board of Supervisors, I assume? 

MR. JAMES: From our County Assessor. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Were these conferences public 
conferences? 

MR. JAMES: What is your definition of a public 
conference? 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: An open hearing as it is commonly 
referred to. 

MR. JAMES: Yes, they were. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Then, they would be a matter of 
record, would they not? If they are a matter of record, I 
don't see why there should be any hesitancy on your part 
to tell us what the record shows. 

MR. JAMES: We will be more than happy to furnish 
you all that information if you will request it in writing. 





ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Consider it a request. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: You will then send it into Mr. 
Dahl, Chairman of the Full Committee and to Mr. Thomas, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee? 

MR. JAMES: Yes. We can probably handle it best 
through Mr. Crawford since we are in contact with him. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Mr. James, what we are trying to 
gather is information. We do not have a sufficient amount 
to do anything with. Actually, we are trying to find out 
how much money is involved, how much relief the boat owners 


are asking for, how much time they are on the high sea, how 






many days they are in port--a complete case. It is very 
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difficult to make a decision on a bill. In fact, we can't make 


a decision on this bill today because I don't think the 





committee is ready. Are we ready to make a decision? 

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: If the proponents of the measure 
are not willing to come here and testify, I don't feel that 
it is up to us to do anything at all. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: What is your desire on the present bill 
that is before us? Shall we just keep it on file? 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: I would suggest to the Chairman that 
he ask if there is anybody in the audience who wants to be heard 
because sometimes people are hesitant to come forward. If no 
one comes forward, I move that we adjourn. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Is there anyone here who wishes to 
testify? 

MR. FARRAR: My name is William Farrar, General Manager of 


The Federated Fishermen's Association in San Pedro, Terminal 





Island. We didn't hear anything about this meeting until 
yesterday afternoon. When I say we, I include Mr. Repkovich, 
Manager of the California Commercial Fishermen's Association. 
Therefore, we don't have anything prepared. 

All I can say at this time is that The Federated 
Fishermen's Association includes several hundred albacore 


fishing boats. They are all small boats, 24 and 25 ton up. I 







think the largest would be 30 ton net. I am not too familiar 


with what you have in mind here--what information you want. 





We haven't been able to get anything together. About the only 








thing I can say that I do know is that the boats from the 


State of Washington are paying about fifteen times less on the 
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personal tax basis than the boats in California. I believe that 


there are at least a thousand albacore boats in California. 
There are probably more than that fishing this summer off the 
coast of California. There were a lot of migratory boats from 
Oregon and Washington and even from Alaska to come down to fish 
albacore. Practically all of the small boats in the State of 
California have been fishing some albacore at some time or 
other this summer. Speaking of the new wealth, I think that 
last year it amounted to $8,000,000 worth of albacore landed 
in California. It will probably amount to that same sum this 
year. From a national standpoint, I think the albacore people 
are worse off than the clippers or the purse seiners or anyone. 
Most of the owners keep the boats themselves, being the 
skipper, the engineer, the navigator and everything, having one 
to maybe three or four crew members. A great many of those 
boats are in debt either to banks or canneries or somebody. 
They haven't made a great deal of money in recent years be- 
cause of the tremendous imports. Mr. Case mentioned that 
we tried to do something about it, but we didn't get to first 
base on it last year. It is a critical condition. This year 
the price has been up due to the voluntary reduction of 
production in Japan. Probably 15% of the long line fleet in 
Japan worked last year and about 50% of the regular summer 
albacore fisheries worked in Japan. Consequently, the pro- 
duction was down, the imports were down and our price came 
up. However, we are having a bad year because of the bad 
weather. The currents were different. Where in past years 
the fish always came in down off the Mexican coast, this year 
they came in off of Point Arguello, about 500 miles further 
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north. After just a couple of trips, they went up off the 





Oregon coast where you have a lot of bad weather. The fleet 







was up there lying on the beach tied up half the time. I 
talked to one of the cannery officials yesterday, and he 


told me that they would have less than 5,000 tons of albacore 










this year. That's one cannery. They told us at the start 


of the season that they wanted somewhere between 7,500 and 






10,000 tons. So, the production of that particular cannery 







is going to be about half of what it was. I know from 
talking to many of the boat owners that their production is 
about 50%. 





















Even though they are getting better prices this 
year, their catch is considerably lower and naturally their 


income will be lower, 





It surely is not right that a boat 
registered in California has to pay fifteen times more than 
the boats registered in the State of Washington. I am using 
Mr. Repkovich's own boat for this example, comparing size, 
value, fishing ability, etc. That's about all I can say now, 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Can you file a brief with the 
committee and make us five or six copies so that we can get 
a clear picture on how many vessels are involved and the taxes 
that are paid for 1956-572 

MR. FARRAR: I don't have some of that information. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Then, how do you know that you need 
relief if you don't know the tax you are paying? You are 
asking for something in generality. 

MR. FARRAR: The boys are just going broke! 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I am in sympathy with you. I am trying 
to help you. 


I am trying to make some suggestions. Do you 
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know how much taxes are paid? You don't know. 
ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Mr. Chairman, I would like the witness, 
if he will, to explain a little bit more in detail about this 
voluntary reduction of the Japanese production. 
MR. FARRAR: We started legislation and had a hearing in 
Washington before the Tariff Commission and pressure was put 
on the Japanese. They have two fleets. They have what they 
call a winter long line fleet. They operate usually in 
November, December, January and February. They are larger 
vessels that send out a long line of hooks and bait them and 
catch a lot of tuna. I believe the average for the last 
several years has been about 10,000 to 12,000 ton of albacore 
caught during that time. Last year less than 15% of those 
long line boats fished for albacore. Why? Well, because there 
was pressure in Washington. They have done it on plywood, 
textiles, everything. When the heat gets on, they pull in 
their horns and try to cool things off until the heat is off 
and then they'll start in again. The long line fleet is now 
operating. They are now birnging in fish and it is only 
October. They've still got about four months more of that, 
and that whole long line fleet is going to be operating. We 
know, too, that there were 4,500 boats in their summer 
fishery that ordinarily fish for albacore tuna, and the word 
we got was that 2,200 boats were fishing for albacore. The 
records will show when the year is over that they have pro- 
duced less than 50% of the albacore that they have for the 
last five, six or seven years. That was done on purpose. 
ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: That was what I was leading up to, 
as I was interested in this gentleman's testimony about his 


getting no place with Washington on the matter of tariff. 
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obviously, there was some temporary relief brought about by 
sheer pressure, not of a permanent nature though. 


MR. FARRAR: It was pressure, that's right, but they'll 





come right back next year. I'll bet that they'll come back 


in with 14,000 ton of long line fishery this winter and 






probably 60,000 ton of albacore in the summer fishery of 
which they will probably send 50,000 to 60,000 tons into 
























this country. The demand is probably 50,000 ton. Whereas, 





the fish we produce will be surplus, and you will see a 
price reduction next year down to the point where the people 
will lose money on it. I have a boat, called the "showboat.” 
We had the best year we ever had in ten years, fifty eight 
and a half tons which is considered a high line boat. There 
are not too many albacore boats that will catch over 60 ton 
in a year. I bet there won't be any of them that catch 

that this year, that is, of what we call the "jig" boats. 

I filed my report with the Tariff Commission and I took 
it before a notary and had it sworn to, to make it good and 
official. I lost, as I remember now, $44.65. That was my 
net loss. After I took off my operating expenses and 
everything, and I have $31,570.00 invested in the boat and 
it is a year older and it depreciates a certain amount and 
I took that off, it still was the best year I ever had. 

Now, what am I going to do next year if we go down again? 
We've got to have relief. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Mr. Chairman, I have a question 

of the witness. We are not antagonistic toward you at all, 


sir, you know that. We are just gathering information. I 
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want to ask you a question similar to the one asked earlier 
of the gentleman who represented a small group of purse seiners. 


Suppose that we gave you this tax relief that we are talking 








about. Not yesterday's bill, but this new bill. Suppose 







we gave you that relief. How much would that amount to in 


money? Do you know that? 




























I couldn't answer that. I even hesitate 





MR. FARRAR: 
to guess. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: The question is, how much will your 
on the boat you just described be? 





personal tax bill 

MR. FARRAR: My boat is in Tacoma, Washington. I am 
working down here on temporary relief. I pay $20.03 on my 
boat. Repkovich pays $350.00 or so on his boat and they are 
just about the same in actual value. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: Then, it is almost twenty times less 
in Washington than it is in California. 

VOICE IN AUDIENCE: The man doesn't pay taxes in 
California. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: No, but he made the point that the 
Washington tax was $20.00 as against the comparable boat in 
California amounting to $350.00. Wasn't that your point, 

Mr. Farrar? 

MR. FARRAR: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: You are talking about the taxes 
paid on the boat that is in operation now. I just wanted to 
clear this matter up. Yesterday, we were talking about the 


County Personal Property Tax on boats under construction. 







Now, we are talking about an entirely different thing. We 


oe 


are talking about the Personal Property Tax levied on the boat. 
As it stands now, you can save tax money by operating out of 
Washington instead of the State of California, is that right? 

MR. FARRAR: It is a lot cheaper if you happen to live 
up there and have your boat registered up there. Your taxes 
are a great deal cheaper than those of the people who live in 
California. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: And you can still come down and 
fish off the coast. 

MR. FARRAR: Well, we fish in the ocean if it is beyond 
the three mile limit. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: It think this is a very interesting 


thing, Mr. Thomas: If we passed this bill today, however, how 


much would it help our fishermen? It is a sick business, but 
would the tax relief cure it? That is the question in my mind. 
There is no use in our straining ourselves in giving you tax 
relief if it isn't going to cure the situation. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Mr. Farrar, how many boats do you say 
fish here from northern states? 

MR. FARRAR: I believe we have an excess of 2,000 boats 
this year. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: And on these the owners actually reside 
in Washington. 

MR. FARRAR: It would go about fifty fifty. Oregon and 
Washington will have about half of the boats. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: They have no problem. We are 
talking about the boatowners who reside here. How many of them 
are there? 
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MR. FARRAR: I would say half of the 2,000 who fished 
here this year live in the State of California. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: We are particularly interested in 
finding out the situation in Los Angeles County. 

MR. FARRAR: Pete, how many would say? (Asking Mr. 
Peter Repkovich in audience) 

MR. REPKOVICH: About 500. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Out of the 2,000 vessels, only 500 
then have problems on tax matters in Los Angeles County. 

MR. FARRAR: Yes, but the same thing holds true down 
in San Diego. There's a lot in Newport, California and on 
up the line--San Francisco, Morro Bay. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: And those who live in other states 
have no problem? 

FARRAR: Yes, that's right. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Do you live in Washington: 

MR. FARRAR: Yes, I live in Washington. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Then you have no problem. 

MR. FARRAR: No, but a lot of the boatowners that I 
represent do live down here and they do have a problem. 

MR. REPKOVICH: I am Pete Repkovich and I represent 
The California Commercial Fishermen's Association. California 
taxes on commercial fishing vessels are at least twice as high 
and in some cases twenty times as high on the commercial 
fishing vessels as the rest of the United States. I do not 
think that is fair to us Californians. Seeing that we have 


this problem of imports, why should we be discriminated against 
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and charged more taxes on our boats? 

‘HAIRMAN THOMAS: How many boatowners, belonging to your 
association, live in Los Angeles County, or live in the State 
of California, and are affected by this taxation? 




























MR. REPKOVICH: 250 boats are affected by this. For 
instance, let's take my boat for an example. I pay $350.00 
a year in taxes on my boat. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Have you ever tried to go before the 
Board of Supervisors sitting as a Board of Equalization to 
determine valuation? 

MR. REPKOVICH: Not since I have been manager of the 
association. I did on my own knowing how much higher the 
taxes are here compared to other states. I went up there 
myself and was able to obtain no satisfaction whatsoever. 
They tell us that "that's taxes" and they have nothing to 
do with it and that's all you get out of them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Can you tell us approximately the 
date you appeared? 

MR. REPKOVICH: It was about six years ago. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Were the members of the County 
Board of Supervisors present, themselves, in person? 

MR. REPKOVICH: I forget who the gentlemen were. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Are you talking about somebody in 
the Tax Assessor's Office? 

MR. REPKOVICH: That's right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Well, did you ever try going to the 
County Supervisors, themselves, in person? 


MR. REPKOVICH: No, I haven't. 


~~ 


ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: That is an idea you might try. 

MR, FARRAR: That idea has already beem implanted with 
us. We are going to try that. 

‘ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: You own one boat on which you 
pay $350.00 in taxes. Now, what would be your income from 
that boat in a year in operation? I will give you leeway 
because you may have your good years and bad ones. What is 
your average income on a boat on which you pay $350.00 taxes? 

MR. REPKOVICH: Frankly, I have lost $10,000 in the 
last two years on my boat by having someone else run the boat. 
That is testimony that is given to the Tariff Commission and 
comes from the tax statements I've had. I don't operate my 
own boat. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: What would a man be able to 


make in a good year, operating a commercial albacore boat, 


the size on which you would pay $350.00 in taxes? 


MR. REPKOVICH: If you are going to count the boat share, 
which is your investment, plus your work share, you might make 
$6,000 or $7,000 with a $35,000 investment. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: I don't know too much about 
fishing. What do you mean by a boat share? 

MR. REPKOVICH: The vessel gets a share in the fishing 
proceeds just like the work proceeds. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Then, if you owned the boat, you 
would get that share all to yourself and another share of the 
fish on top of that? 

MR. REPKOVICH: That's right. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Isn't it the truth that your real 
trouble is the low tariff on Japanese imported fish and 
actually the relief you are seaking regarding county taxes 


is just a drop in the bucket. The thing that is really making 





your business sick is the low tariff on Japanese imports and 








not the money the county demands. Am I right? 
MR. REPKOVICH: Well, it's no tariff actually, but 


when a man is hurting, he looks at everything that is hurting 























him and trys to whittle down on everything. All of our men 
try to do as much work on their boats as they possibly can. 
That is the only reason that they are existing today. They 
do all their own work on the boats. They have to. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Now, getting back to it. The real 
cause of the sickness in this industry is the Japanese imports 
and not the county taxes, isn't that so? 


MR. REPKOVICH: That's the main point. 





ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: So, Mr. Chairman, the situation 
that we find ourselves in is this. Suppose we give them this 
relief, we still will not have cured them. We will merely 
be giving them a sugar-coated pill that doesn't cure the basic 
ailment. 

MR. REPKOVICH: On the other hand, there is no reason 
why we should be taxed so much higher on our commercial boats, 
that are at sea so much, than the other states. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Well, that is a matter of equity 


in justice. 





But I am talking about cash money, because you 


tell us that your real trouble is caused by cheap Japanese 






fish and not what the County Assessor is doing. Is that right? 
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MR. REPKOVICH: Well, it is the biggest problem. 









ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Then, I take it that the answer is 
in the affirmative. We are trying to be friendly and helpful, 
and we want to know what we are doing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Mr. Chairman, I think that Mr. 


Chapel is exactly right here. The man is talking about losing 


























$10,000, so $350.00 isn't going to help him. 
MR. REPKOVICH: However, in my particular case, now 


that I don't run my own boat, my problem is greater than, I 





would say, the majority of the cases. It is a problem to get 
a good man to run a boat. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CRAWFORD: I think it might be of assistance 
to Mr. Britschgi to realize that these men go out with a pure 
gamble as to whether they are going to catch fish or not, If 
they don't have a good trip, they don't make any money 


whatsoever whether they are a boatowner, or working the boat 





or a crewmember. When they do have a good trip, it is 

divided up according to their position. A certain percentage 
goes to the boatowners as a reimbursement for their investment 
or interest on their investment. Then, the crewmen receive 
certain shares for their amount of work. 

Now, here is a man who, if he was working his own boat, 
would not have lost $10,000 because he would have received 
a certain share for being a boatowner plus a share for being 
a@ crew member. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Regardless, Mr. Crawford, let's 
say he's going off a $1,000, the $350.00 is not going to help 
him in this problem. 
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CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I think they are pleading to equalize 


the tax. They want to be taxed on the same basis as Oregon, 
Washington and other states. That is what they are requesting. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Gentlemen, I think we have now 
reached the nub of the deal. They are really asking for a 
fair deal in competition with other people, but even after 
we give it to them, they are still in bad shape on acoount 
of the Japanese fishing. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: That's true, Mr. Chapel. What they 
are trying to ask us to do is to see if we can have similar 
law passed in California as they have in Oregon, Washington 
and other states on matters of taxation of fishing vessels. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: It's still a drop in the bucket 
when you come down to it. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: But that is the issue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BRITSCHGI: Mr. Farrar, you are from Washington. 
Is this a county assessing that happens to work out as $20.00 
taxation on your boat? 

MR. FARRAR: As far as I know, it is. 

MR. CASE: Perhaps I can clarify some of this. Mr. 
Britschgi, the ILWU told me that last year the average share was 
$3,600 for the year. Let's say a boatowner broke even, so, he 
must rely on his share as a crewman--the $3,600 to keep alive. 
If he is paying, let's say, $750.00 or even $300, he, in effect, 
is getting an entire month's salary which means a whole lot. It 
means the difference between make and break. What we are 
trying to do here is not only to equalize ourselves with other 
states so that we can better compete with them, but we are 
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trying to equalize ourselves with industries within the state 
that presently enjoy this migratory tax treatment. Further, 
we are trying to develop new wealth. I know this to be a 
fact because I sat down with a pencil and paper many times 
myself. In order to compete with Japan, we get $270.00 a 

ton for tuna. We might be able to get a few dollars more or 
less when the tuna is short here. Actually, when the tuna 

is short here, you will not get the quantity so you haven't 
gained. I think that we have to figure on a price pretty 
close within that range. Therefore, you can sit down and 
figure the gross take of the vessel right down to a nat's 
heel. If you come out and find that you are $5,000 short 

at the end of the year and the $5,000 are the taxes, it's 

a big thing. Furthermore, as far as Washington is con- 
cerned, what Mr. Farrar is trying to bring out is that 

every time we go to Washington, we do two good things. First, 
we squawk like Hades, and every time you squawk, fellows like 


Hank Jennings here put it in the newspapers. Every time you 


mention the word fish or tuna, we sell a little more fish, 


so this has its value. When we build up and go back to 
Washington, and believe me, we would like to wear hip boots, 
as it were, to bring Washington the people, Japan always 

goes on a rather defensive program and they watch every move 
that we make. As of this last venture in Washington, Japan 
has publicly stated to us that they don't care what we do 
from now on because we have shot our last shot and they don't 


think we will ever get relief. To this date in 1958, the imports 
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are greater than they have ever been in history. 


ASSEMBLYMAN CHAPEL: Sometimes I wonder who won the war. 

MR. CASE: Well, I think the State Department along with 
some of the cartels in Japan. For example, I found this out 
last year. It has taken me two years to find it out from 
Washington because the forces against us are very clever. If 
you recall, we have loaned, and a loan in my book out of 
Washington is a gift, we have gifted the fisheries of the 
world since the end of the war $176,000,000. We have given 
Japan $60,000,000 to put us out of business. They have the 
big new boats. The banks force loans on these fellows 
because they, in turn, are backed by the government which, 
in turn, is backed by the State Department. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Any more questions. I think we have 
one or two more witnesses here. 

MR. DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert C. Davis. 
I represent the California Fish Canneries Association and 
The San Pedro Chamber of Commerce. Since you are about to 
conclude this meeting and knowing that you are such a quiet, 
timid individual, I want to take this opportunity on behalf 
of San Pedro to welcome the foreigners who came down from 
Alameda County, my own home, Berkeley, San Mateo county, where 
I went to school for many years. I want these people to know 
that the City of San Pedro has been improved by their presence. 
We are glad that they came down here. Ordinarily you have 
just fish committees, now you have something else. We also 


welcome Mr. Crawford, a visitor from San Diego. 
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CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Thank you very much, Herb. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DAHL: I move that we adjourn, Mr. Thomas. 

CHAIRMAN THOMAS: I have just one suggestion that I 
would like to make. First, I want to thank all the witnesses 
who appeared here today. We just want to get all the facts 
together so that when we appear before the overall committee 
of which Mr. Dahl is chairman, we'll go through the record 
just to find out what kind of a case you have. The more in- 
formation that you can send our committee, the better 
position you will be in at the next session when we convene 
in January. We want all the information in regard to tax 
on vessels that we can obtain. We want to know how many 
vessels are involved, the amount of tax they are paying, 


what is the assessed valuation, what is the formula used, 


a 50%, 40% or 30% valuation. We don't know the answers. 


It is the responsibility of the proponents, those people 
who introduce legislation, to prove their case. All this 
should be filed with the committee and the committee will 
decide as to what action it will take. If there is no 


further business, we shall now adjourn. 


- ADJOURNMENT - 





EXHIBIT. "A" 


TESTIMONY BEFORE THE 
ASSEMBLY SUBCOMMITTEE TAXATION 
OF SHIPS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Mason Case and I appear 
before you today representing the Fishermen's Cooperative 
Association of San Pedro. 


Along with the other proponents of the measure, we 
would like to urge the Committee's favorable consideration 
and action on expanding the tax relief during construction 
of vessels to include vessels of less than 1,000 tons. In 
commenting on Assemblyman Luckel's Bill, A. B. 21, intro- 
duced before the Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee, 
I would direct this Committee's attention to the report 
made by the Senate Interim Committee on State and Local 
Taxation of 1953 on similar legislation. The summary of 
the arguments of those opposing the Bill covered three 
points. These included: 


(1) Should the Bill be passed, there would be a 
substantial loss of property tax revenue and a dangerous 
precedent set which might be used by other claimants for 
preferential tax treatment; (2) The contention that local 
Governments provide many services for fishing boats and 
which are maintained throughout the year whether the vessel 
is in port or not; and (3) The saving of the tax would not 
be significant enough to solve the economic plight of the 
tuna industry. 


The opponents of this Bill also argued that the Bill 
was discriminatory by providing tax relief only for vessels 
of more than 50 gross tons register. We quite agree with 
this contention and point out that Assembly Bill No. 21 does 
not make this distinction but rather includes all vessels en- 
gaged in commercial deep sea fishing. 


Argument No. 1 we feel is not well taken inasmuch as 
other industries have already introduced precedents for prefer- 
ential tax treatment. The commercial airline industry, the 
freight railroads and even race horses as migratory property 
may be cited as examples. Further, it is our contention that 
the amount of tax revenue that might be lost under the pro- 
visions of A. B. 21 are more than made up by keeping the 
fishing fleet active and in existence which provides for in- 
dividual take-home pay, support of allied industries and main- 
tenance of the processing and canning factories which again 
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employ thousands of people. This support created by new 
money causes taxes to be paid thereon of greater consequence 
than what loss might be sustained by reducing the rate to 
commercial fishing vessels. 


The contention that the owners of fishing boats bene- 
fit from many governmental services maintained whether or not 
they're at sea is debatable. The fishing vessel owners be- 
longing to the Fisherman's Cooperative Association, and who, 
incidentally, comprise over 95 percent of the purse seine 
fleet, pay for private guard service, water and power, and 
docking facilities. As a matter of fact, all commercial fish- 
ing vessels pay for the privilege of docking in Los Angeles 
Harbor. Our people appreciate the occasional police patrol, 
although we do not rely on it for full protection of our 
floating property, and the existence of fire stations. Ac- 
tually, we do not believe the fishing vessels derive bene- 
fits either directly or indirectly of great consequence, 
but we are willing to concede there are services availed 
to us which, considered on a pro rata basis, would be ade- 
quately covered under the reduced rate of taxation called 
for in A. B. is 


As to the local property tax not solving the economic 
plight of the tuna industry, we are quite willing to open 
the subject for discussion. The question of solving our 


entire economic plight by a reduction of property tax has 
not been our argument and is not now, We feel simply that, 
in order to remain in business, a number of relief measures 
must be accomplished. To this end, we have attempted by 
every means at our disposal to produce at lesser costs. The 
tax relief would fit in this schedule. 


I believe that the Committee is aware that we in the 
industry approached the United States Tariff Commission to make 
a study of our business. As a part of the survey, the Tariff 
Commission asked the individual boatowners to submit financial 
data covering their operations for the past five years. I 
have checked a number of these statements and believe the 
Committee will be interested to note these results: Ina sur- 
vey of 21 purse seine vessels, the statements prove that net 
gains of $71,619 were made while net losses of $46,376 were 
made showing a net gain of $25,243. Against this, these 
vessels paid $24,865 in property tax. The aggregate gain is 
almost equalled by the property taxes. The opponents to this 
legislation statement that the savings of the tax would not 
be "Relief to be of significance . ... ." does not appear to 
be entirely sound in view of the foregoing. It would appear 
that the taxes presently paid represent more than the minor 
account in the total economic picture, 











This entire matter and its application may be solved 
by this Committee's and the Legislature's consideration and 
desire to keep the California fleet competitive with other 
States and nations, and whether or not they wish to keep the 
California fleet in California. In a study of the property 
taxes paid by vessels in seaboard States from Maine to Wash- 
ington, we have found that California is the only state which 
does not take recognizance of the fishing vessels property 
tax but, rather, lumps it in the general category of person- 
al property. The taxes, for example, in the State of Wash- 
ington are extremely low as compared to ours and Washington 
further provides far more facilities for the fishing fleet 
than does the State of California. 


If there is this fine line to be drawn in determining 
the net gain of a vessel against a loss, how is it that 
boat operators are still in business in the purse seine 
fleet? The answer is very simple: The vessels left in the 
present purse seine fleet are operated by the top producers 
and those who have continually sought and have managed to 
lower their costs of operation, and because the boatowner, 
as a member of the crew, manages to take home some money from 
his crew share. However, it is a dangerous position for the 
boatowner to find that he would be better off merely to re- 
ceive wages as a crewman rather in the case of suffering an 
operational loss to pay a portion or all of his share toward 
the boat lesses. The inevitable result of this is that the 
boatowner rids himself of the financial encumbrance of his 
vessel, and causes the State to suffer by having a boatowner i 
and crew out of work. 


The crew will be out of work because the disposal of 
the boat is not normally made by selling the boat to a fellow 
Californian to be operated from California ports. Rather, the 
vessels will be sold to other State interests and foreign 
countries. I call the Committee's attention to the fact that 
from 1948 to December of 1957, there were 101 vessels belonging 
to the Fishermen's Cooperative Association that were lost or 
sold to other States or foreign countries. Three were con- 
verted to bait boats of which only two today are in operation. 
Since December of 1957, three boats have been sold to foreign 
countries, two boats are fishing exclusively in foreign coun- 
tries, and delivering there and two boats have been foreclosed 
upon and are presently idle. Not a very pretty picture. 


Rather than take further valuable time of this Committee, 
I would like to present the members of the Committee with a 
Statement made on our behalf recently in Washington. This 
statement fairly well outlines the present position of the 
purse seine fleet and may be of assistance to the Committee 
members in evaluating the necessity of adjusting the property 
tax of the vessel owners as prescribed in A. B. 2l. 
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We know that the fishing industry in the State of Calif- 
ornia is an extremely valuable industry to the State and we 
assure you that we are and have been doing everything in our 
power to remain in business, We do not believe that the adjust- 
ment of the property tax to cover taxation of the vessel only 
when it is in port - and 30% would be a fair estimate of that 
time - is a request for a gift. As migratory or mobile prop- 
erty, we believe that it is only correct that this adjustment 
be made to ally us with other industries presently sharing 
this basis. The correction of this inequity will prove a part 
of the remedy needed to keep the fleet alive and prevent the 
loss for the State of this great source of new wealth provided 
by the commercial producers of fish, 





